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ABSTRACT 
This study examined the relationship between children's ability to delay gratification 
and time spent in make-believe play in a sample of 39 3- to 5- year old children in a 
midwestem university community. Delay of gratification was determined in an experimental 
situation (Mischel, 1974). Children's play was assessed using a teacher questionnaire, a 
parent interview, a child interview, and videotaped preschool classroom observations. 
Pearson product-moment correlations were used to examine delay of gratification and all 
play measures. Children who spent more time in make-believe play were able to delay 
gratification longer than children who spent less time in make-believe play (r = .37,p =.025). 
There was a significant correlation between home make-believe play behavior as reported by 
the child and the parent and delay of gratification (r = .33,p = .047). School make-believe 
play was not significantly related to delay of gratification. Analysis of covariance found age, 
sex, family structure, ethnicity, childcare center, and mother education not significantly 
related to delay of gratification. Implications and suggestions for further research are 
. discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Four-year-old children are engaged in various types of play during their child-
initiated play time period at preschool. The teacher and assistant teacher are engaged with 
children in the dramatic play area of the classroom. Amy is playing in the block area with Ari 
and Maria is in the art area of the classroom sitting with Stephano. 
Amy is attempting to build a tower. She sees the "perfect" block to put on top of her 
tower, but Ari has it on his building. Amy, seeing the block she wants, grabs the "perfect" 
block from the top of Ari's building and puts it on her tower. When Ari tells Amy, "That's 
mine!" Amy ignores him. Ari, getting visibly upset, proceeds to tell her, "Amy, that's mine! I 
need it for my building," and he attempts to take the block back by reaching toward it. Amy 
screams in his face and hits Ari. 
Maria is drawing with markers in the art area. The color marker she wants is in 
Stephano' s hand and she grabs it from Stephano. He gets visibly upset and says to Maria, 
"Give me that back." She notices that Stephano is very upset and says, "Sorry, can I use it 
when you're done?" Stephano replies, "Yes, when I'm finished." 
Why was Maria able to solve her conflict in a peaceable manner and Amy was not 
able to do the same? There are many possible explanations for the differences in conflict-
resolution between these two children. Goleman (1995) would argue that Maria has a higher 
EQ, or emotional intelligence, than Amy. Goleman defines emotional intelligence as the 
aggregate functioning of eight specific abilities. These abilities include self-motivation, 
impulse control, delay of gratification, empathy, hope, regulation of mood, preventing 
distress from overwhelming one's thinking, and persistence when confronted with 
frustrations (1995). 
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In the example above, Amy exhibited lack of impulse control, lack of empathy, the 
inability to delay gratification, and an unregulated mood. These traits are sometimes 
considered common for young children; however, Mischel, Shoda, and Peake (1988) showed 
that evidence of at least one of these traits, delay of gratification, at the age of four is 
predictive of later adolescent outcomes. Four of the eight aforementioned abilities that 
compose emotional intelligence were not evident in Amy's behavioral repertoire. When a 
child exhibits most of the eight abilities, she is able to change her behavior to achieve her 
desired outcome; she recognizes interaction patterns and independently finds a more positive 
solution based on those patterns. These abilities are not considered age specific, since 
emotional intelligence can be changed at any age (Goleman, 1995). 
Maria showed behaviors consistent with higher emotional intelligence in this 
situation. Although she grabbed the marker from Stephano's hand (impulse control), she 
altered her behavior based on his reaction. Stephano was upset, she empathized (empathy) 
with him, and independently (self-motivation) found a solution to the problem. It appears that 
she understood she could use the marker as long as she wanted when he was finished with it 
( delay of gratification). 
There are three theoretical models to explain these behaviors. Goleman (1995), 
Mayer and Salovey (1997), and Bar-On (1997) have advanced theoretical models of 
emotional intelligence. Mayer and Salovey's model focuses on mental abilities, Bar-On's 
model incorporates both mental abilities and personality characteristics, wheareas Goleman' s 
model incorporates mental abilities and personality while focusing mostly on "character" 
which he calls "an old fashioned word for the body of skills that emotional intelligence 
represents" (1995, p. 285). All three of these models promote the idea that both the rational 
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(intelligent) and the irrational ( emotional) mind can create a meaningful construct. In these 
three models either delay of gratification or impulse control is mentioned as a central ability 
needed to achieve emotional intelligence. 
Goleman (1995) defines delay of gratification as "the ability to deny impulse in the 
service of the goal" (p. 83). In the example, Maria demonstrated this skill. She seemed to 
realize that if she waited until Stephano was finished with the marker, then she could use the 
marker for as long as she liked. Children are constantly required to delay gratification with 
their peers, such as waiting for a turn with the tricycle or playing the lesser role of sister in 
the playhouse until they can be the preferred role of mom. In these situations there are self-
imposed rules on the child. If she follows these self-imposed rules, she can receive the 
greater reward, such as ride the tricycle, be mother and be with friends. This internalized, 
self-imposed component is vital to the ability to delay gratification. Telling a child to wait or 
making a child wait is not considered to be self-initiation by the child. Weller and Berkowitz 
(1975) found that parents who use coercive power have children who are less likely to delay 
gratification. 
Several studies have investigated possible factors contributing to a child being able to 
delay gratification. Several of these factors are parental knowledge (Hom & Knight, 1996), 
parental discipline style (Weller & Berkowitz, 1975), choice (Hom & Fabes, 1984), self-
discovery (Hom & Knight, 1996; Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989; Shoda, Mischel, & 
Peake, 1990), and techniques used to delay gratification (Hom & Knight, 1996; Mischel, 
Shoda, & Rodriguez). The relationship between delay of gratification and young children's 
play is worthy of consideration. 
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Vygotsky (1966) states, "Play continually creates demands on the child to act against 
immediate impulse" (p. 548). A constant internal conflict occurs during play as the child is 
acting against impulse without external enforcement. For example, the child must struggle 
with the choice of playing by the rules of the situation or doing what he would do if he acted 
spontaneously (Vygotsky, 1966). Many authors have linked make-believe play with the 
ability of preschool and early school-age children to delay gratification (Franklin, 1975; 
Meichenbaum & Goodman, 1971; Mischel & Baker, 1975; Reiss, 1957; Saltz, Dixon, & 
Johnson, 1977; Singer, 1955, 1961). Research has shown that children who were reported as 
engaging in more make-believe play at home and having more imaginary companions were 
also more likely to tolerate long waits and to delay gratification longer (Reiss; Singer, 1961). 
Saltz et al. (1977) showed that adults can help increase children's self-delaying behavior by 
training them in sociodramatic play or fantasy play. No research has been found that 
investigates classroom-play behaviors and home-play behaviors with young children's delay 
of gratification. 
This study investigated the relationship between the 4-year-old child's make-believe 
play and his ability to delay gratification. The child's play behaviors are reported from the 
point of view of the teacher, the parent, and the child, and the child was videotaped during 
free-choice playtime in the preschool classroom as a naturalistic observation for a more 
complete view of the child's make-believe behaviors. Delay of gratification was assessed 
following Mischel et al.' s (1988) experimental procedure involving edible rewards, 
commonly referred to as the "Marshmallow Test" (Goleman, 1995, p. 80). The following 
research questions were examined: 
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1. Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the child's 
composite time spent in make-believe play, as reported by the teacher, the child, and 
the parent, and observed during classroom observations? 
2. Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the child's time 
spent in make-believe play at preschool, as reported individually by the teacher, the 
child, and during classroom observations? 
3. Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the child's time 
spent in make-believe play at home, as reported by the parent and the child? 
4. Is there a relationship between child's delay of gratification and the time a child 
spends in make-believe play, as reported by the teacher, the parent, the child, or as 
recorded in preschool classroom observations? 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Emotional Intelligence 
The concept of emotional intelligence was introduced to the general public by 
Goleman (1995). While this was the first time the popular press took notice of emotional 
intelligence, it had been studied in the scientific community for some years ( e.g., Greenspan, 
1989; Mayer, DiPaola, & Salovey, 1990; Mayer & Salovey, 1993; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; 
Payne, 1986). Goleman (1995) defined emotional intelligence as the aggregate functioning of 
eight specific abilities. These abilities include self-motivation, impulse control, delay of 
gratification, empathy, hope, regulation of mood, preventing distress from overwhelming 
one's thinking, and persistence when confronted with frustrations (Goleman, 1995). The 
increased interest in the concept of emotional intelligence by the general public has 
paralleled an increase in this research area. 
There are three theoretical models of emotional intelligence (Mayer, Salovey, & 
Caruso, 2000). The models have been advocated by Mayer and Salovey (1997), Bar-On 
(1997), and Goleman (1995). Mayer and Salovey's model focuses on mental abilities and 
defines emotional intelligence as "the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express 
emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the 
ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to reflectively 
regulate emotions in ways that promote emotional and intellectual growth" (1997, p. 23). 
This theory predicts that emotional intelligence is like other forms of intelligence as it meets 
three empirical criteria: 1) mental problems have right or wrong answers, 2) the measured 
skills correlate with other measures of mental ability, and 3) the absolute ability level rises 
with age (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2000). This theory also predicts that individuals who 
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are emotionally intelligent choose good emotional role models, communicate and discuss 
feelings, possess an ability to reframe emotions effectively, develop expert knowledge in a 
particular emotional area, are nondefensive, and are more likely to have grown up in a 
biosocially adaptive household (Mayer et al. 2000). In summary, emotional intelligence can 
be defined as recognizing patterns and then using these patterns as the basis for reasoning 
and solving problems (Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). For example, 
consider 4-year-old Johnny who is attending preschool for the first time and is very excited 
about being with other children since he has limited experience with young children. Several 
children were in the classroom building a farm, including animals, troughs, fences, and silos, 
when Johnny entered the block area and knocked down their block silo. Apparently he 
wanted to use those particular blocks to build a portion of the farm himself. The children 
were upset with Johnny for knocking over the silo, they told Johnny they were angry, and 
then they left the area to play elsewhere. Later that morning Johnny entered the dramatic play 
area and attempted again to play with other children who were pretending to have a birthday 
party for Maria. He entered the play area and pretended to blow out the imaginary birthday 
candles. Although this intrusion was very upsetting to Maria, who was the "birthday girl," 
the children ignored Johnny momentarily. After a while they moved to a new play area when 
Johnny persisted in being present at the birthday party. As the weeks progress, Johnny 
repeatedly finds himself alone during play time. What determines whether Johnny will learn 
from these experiences and alter his behavior to achieve his desired outcome or whether he 
will pursue similar behavior can be attributed to his emotional intelligence. Will he recognize 
the interaction patterns and independently find a more positive solution based on those 
patterns? Even if Johnny does not immediately alter his behavior, there may be future 
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changes in his behavior, according to Goleman (1995). He says emotional intelligence can be 
improved throughout life as it is more malleable than IQ. "At best, IQ contributes about 20% 
to the factors that determine life success, which leaves 80% to other factors" (Goleman, 
1995, p. 34). Some ways that a child's emotional intelligence can be changed is through 
parental interactions. Developing basic emotional competencies from parenting practices can 
provide a child with effective means to deal with life: babies that are given approval, 
encouragement, and have caring, nonstressful responses from the adults in their lives 
(Goleman, 1995, p. 192-196). Children who have gone through trauma or need emotional 
relearning can do so and improve their emotional intelligence through games or therapy that 
use play. Three stages of this process are "attaining a sense of safety, remembering the 
details of the trauma and mourning the loss it has brought, and finally reestablishing a normal 
life." (Goleman, p. 210) Parenting, relearning, recovery, play, and psychotherapy are all 
ways in which children can achieve emotional intelligence (Goleman). 
Goleman' s model of emotional intelligence is considered a mixed model, as it 
incorporates both mental abilities and personality characteristics (Mayer et al. 2000). His 
model, while inclusive of mental abilities, is far more concerned with what is commonly 
referred to as "character" (Goleman, 1995, p. 285). "Character development is a foundation 
of democratic societies ... " (p. 285). According to Goleman, emotional intelligence reinforces 
this foundation. The basis of character is self-discipline and a crucial part of self-discipline is 
the ability to "motivate and guide oneself' (p. 285). Focusing on these central themes of 
character, a person who can put aside a "self-centered focus and impulses," (Goleman, p. 
285) is able then to show empathy, which leads to listening, perspective taking, tolerance, 
and acceptance (Goleman). He contends that success in all areas of life is affected by 
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emotional intelligence. His model makes the predictive statement that being emotionally 
intelligent gives a person advantage in all aspects of their life. 
Bar-On's emotional intelligence theory (1997) is another mixed model incorporating 
mental abilities and personality characteristics. He identifies five personality characteristics 
that relate to life success (i.e., intrapersonal skills, interpersonal skills, adaptability scales, 
stress-management scales, and general mood). He explains emotional intelligence theory, 
"intelligence describes the aggregate of abilities, competencies, and skills ... that ... represent a 
collection of knowledge used to cope with life effectively. The adjective emotional is 
employed to emphasize that this specific type of intelligence differs from cognitive 
intelligence ... " (Bar-On, 1997, p. 15). The predictiveness of his model is not as strong as that 
of Goleman according to Mayer et al. (2000). Bar-On (1997) asserts that the combination of 
IQ and emotional intelligence provides a more balanced picture of a person's general 
intelligence than any other aspect alone. 
All three of these models promote the idea that both the rational (intelligent) and 
irrational ( emotional) mind can create a meaningful construct. According to Stankov (1999), 
this opposition between the rational and irrational mind is too contradictory for many 
psychologists; however, acceptance for this construct is coming slowly. A possible limitation 
for many psychologists may be the lack of an identified means of assessing emotional 
intelligence. In a review of the emotional intelligence data, Stankov states that "most 
questionnaire measures of emotional intelligence appear to tap aspects of well-known 
personality traits" (p. 328), so the validity of these measures actually measuring emotional 
intelligence is under question. A need for reliable measures that test the construct of 
emotional intelligence is evident. 
One area that was evident in all models of emotional intelligence mentioned here is 
delay of gratification or impulse control. In the next section we will look more closely at this 
area that is a vital component of emotional intelligence. 
Delay of Gratification 
Definition of delay of gratification 
As the popular saying goes "Anything worth having is worth waiting for." The ability 
to wait for that worthy something is the ability to delay gratification. The most popular 
notion of delayed gratification was presented in Goleman's Emotional Intelligence, where it 
is defined as "the ability to deny impulse in the service of a goal" (1995, p. 83). Children are 
constantly required to delay gratification, whether it is to wait for their tum in a game, to 
share their favorite toy, or to speak at the appropriate time during a conversation. None of 
these examples are things a child has to do, but rather something the child does in order to 
receive a greater reward or outcome, such as playing a game with friends, having a playmate 
enjoy playing together, and/or being responded to in conversation. This ability also must be 
self-imposed. Delay of gratification is more than waiting for something when an adult 
requests this behavior. The child must choose to delay gratification without external 
influences. This internalized, self-imposed component is vital to the ability to delay 
gratification. In some studies focusing on children's ability to delay gratification a more 
specific definition is used which includes the following criteria; that is, children must 
voluntarily postpone immediate gratification, persist in goal-directed behavior, and wait for 
the more desirable outcome in lieu of the less desirable outcome that is immediately available 
to them (Karniol & Miller, 1981; Mischel & Mischel, 1983; Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 
1989). 
11 
Theories 
Most often delayed gratification is linked with personality development. The 
importance of this aspect of an individual is emphasized by several authors who view 
delayed gratification as a central concept in normal personality development (Bijou & Baer, 
1961; Freud, A., 1965; Freud, S., 1946; Funder, Block, & Block, 1983; Mischel, 1966; 
Mischel, Shoda, & Peake, 1988; Singer, 1955). Delayed gratification plays a pivotal role in 
ego development according to the neo-Freudian perspective (Bijou & Baer; Freud, A.; Freud, 
S.; Funder et al.). Freud (1946) talks of the increased significance of external reality and how 
the need to restrain action comes about. In a child's development their thought process 
allows tension during the delay of action and allows for smaller releases in delay of the goal. 
For example, a child is in a situation he does not enjoy. This child is also under the 
constraints of adults. In this situation the child can delay his frustration response ( delay of 
action) to a more rewarding outcome (smaller releases in delay of the goal); the smaller 
release is that of fantasy play where he can re-enact the frustrating situation to his own 
corrected satisfaction. Both delay and correction work together in the development of the ego 
(Singer, 1955). 
Delayed gratification also plays a pervasive role in cognitive and social coping 
(Mischel, Shoda, & Peake, 1988). Mischel et al. (1998) argue that delay of gratification 
behavior in a preschooler gives us a glimpse at the fully developed personality that will be 
discovered later. Shoda, Mischel, and Peake (1990) found that children's ability to delay 
gratification at an early age predicted adolescent developmental competencies. Their findings 
compared length of delay time of participants as a preschooler to various measures taken 
some 10 years later when they were adolescents (including The Adolescent Coping 
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Questionnaire, California Child Q-Set, and SAT scores). This work confirmed what others 
have argued about the importance of delay of gratification in development (Bijou & Baer, 
1961; Freud, A., 1965; Freud, S., 1946; Funder & Block, 1983; Singer, 1955). The 
preschoolers who were able to delay their gratification for longer periods of time were the 
individuals in adolescence who were rated as more competent academically, socially, and 
verbally, and who were seen as rational, attentive, planful, and better able to deal with stress 
and frustrations. 
Research 
Delay of gratification has a varied research base that considers delay of gratification 
important in personality, social, and cognitive development (Bijou & Baer, 1961; Freud, A., 
1965; Freud, S., 1946; Funder, Block, & Block, 1983; Mischel, 1966; Mischel et al. 1988; 
Singer, 1955). Other research on delayed gratification has focused on ethnic cultures 
(Gonzalez, 1989; Ward, Banks, & Wilson, 1991), school-age children with emotional 
disturbances in institutions and public schools (Davids, 1969), high school children with 
highly different levels of achievement (Davids & Sidman, 1963), and early grade school 
students in other countries (Weller, 1977). Some studies have analyzed the effects of 
modeling (Atwood, Ruebush, & Everett, 1978), effects of contingency and reinforcers 
(Axtell, 1995), parental discipline (Mauro & Harris, 2000; Weller & Berkowitz, 1975), 
teaching behaviors (Mauro & Harris, 2000), and as parental awareness of the effectiveness of 
different techniques used (Hom & Knight, 1996) to delay gratification. 
Studies focusing on blacks in American society and delayed gratification are split. 
Ward et al. (1991) reviewed 15 studies on delayed gratification in blacks. Five of the studies 
showed strong patterns of nonpreference for delayed versus immediate rewards, and just as 
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many studies show partial or overall preferences for delayed rewards. The remaining three 
articles show a preference for immediate gratification. Misconceptions of delayed 
gratification "regarding 'a preference for smaller, immediate rewards' among blacks 
(Mischel, 1966, p. 125), stands in marked contrast to the actual data" (Ward, p. 331). 
Differences in interpretation may be the cause of varied results. Some data may be 
misleading. For example, in Mischel' s 1971 study of delayed gratification in Indian children 
and black children, children were asked to select between a smaller immediate reward or a 
larger delayed reward. Sixty-seven percent of the Indian children chose the delayed reward 
while only 3 7% of the black children chose the larger delayed reward. Ward et al. argues 
here that while the numbers look convincing, they are not substantial enough to reject the 
null hypothesis of chance, hence the split in findings. Gonzalez (1989) studied Mexican-
American and Anglo-American high school students' time orientation and delay of 
gratification as a function of social class (SES and ethnicity). Both measures reported no 
differences for ethnicity. 
Both emotionally disturbed school-age children and under-achieving high school 
students were found to display less ability to delay gratification (Davids, 1969; Davids & 
Sidman, 1962). Emotionally disturbed school-age children were questioned about what they 
would do with different amounts of money. Their responses were rated as immediate, short-
term, or long-term delay of gratification. Seventy-six percent of the school-age students with 
emotional disturbances indicated that they would spend their money immediately, compared 
with 50% of the typically developing school-age children (Davids, 1969). When grades were 
used as indicators of achievement, a study done in the United States showed a correlation 
between higher grades and the ability to delay gratification (David & Sidman, 1962). Male 
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students were chosen to attend a science summer program determined by their IQ and high 
school grades. Those with high IQ scores and who were highly motivated students (high 
achievers) were in one session of the summer and students with high IQ scores but achieving 
low grades (underachievers) attended a separate session. Delayed gratification was studied 
between these two comparison groups: overachievers and underachievers. Students were 
asked "Suppose somebody gave you 10 cents, what would you do with it? When would you 
spend it?" The answers were recorded and then the recorder proceeded to ask the same 
question with varying amounts of money: one dollar, 100 dollars. The answers were recorded 
and scored into one of three categories: immediate spending, short-term saving, or long-term 
saving. The underachieving students were more likely to seek immediate gratification in all 
categories, and a significant difference was found in the one dollar and 100 dollar categories. 
This study confirmed its hypothesis that achievement was correlated with delayed 
gratification, whereas an Israeli study focusing on school grades and delayed gratification 
showed no consistent relation (Weller, 1977). Weller studied 360 school children enrolled in 
grades 1 to 4 and predicted a correlation between school grades and the ability to delay 
gratification. The delay situation had candy as the reward. In this study candy was found to 
not be a good discriminator and it may have been the reason for no relation. 
Modeling delay of gratification was reported to have a significant effect on children's 
delay behaviors who watched a film of a child delay gratification (Atwood, Ruebush, & 
Everett, 1978). Those children who viewed the film chose longer delay rewards than the 
control group. Their findings were unrelated to sex. Axtell (1995) also found no differences 
in age or gender when she examined the influences of contingency and reinforcer on delay of 
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gratification. No differences were reported for contingency and reinforcer differences and 
delay of gratification. 
Parental discipline styles, teaching behaviors, and parental knowledge were found to 
be related to children' s ability to delay gratification (Hom & Knight, 1996; Mauro & Harris, 
2000; Weller & Berkowitz, 1975). Parents who used coercive power had children who were 
more likely to indulge in immediate gratification, in contrast to those children whose parents 
used noncoercive power who were able to delay gratification (Weller & Berkowitz, 1975). 
Coercive power was "exemplified by direct commands, arbitrary power, no explanation, and 
not keeping promises" (p. 229). One hundred and seven seventh graders in Tel Aviv, Israel, 
answered two questionnaires, one concerning immediate versus delayed gratification and the 
other on parental discipline styles. The results confirmed the hypothesis that children reared 
under coercive power would be more likely to exhibit immediate gratification. Mauro and 
Harris (2000) found complementary results when they examined parenting styles and 
teaching behaviors of mothers. Thirty mothers participated in an examination of their 
teaching and parenting styles while their children were participants in an externally imposed 
delay of gratification situation. Mothers taught their children how to refrain from touching a 
brightly wrapped present when they left the room. The results showed that mothers who used 
teaching behaviors and parenting styles associated with authoritative parenting had children 
who were able to delay gratification. Alternately, those children who could not delay had 
mothers who exhibited teaching behaviors and parenting styles associated with permissive 
parenting styles. While Weller and Berkowitz showed that using a coercive parental 
discipline style may prevent children from delaying their own gratification and Mauro and 
Harris found that teaching behaviors and parenting style can influence the child's ability to 
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delay gratification, parental knowledge of effective delay strategies may hinder the child's 
attempts at delaying his or her own gratification. Hom and Knight (1996) examined mothers' 
predictions about the ability of their children, ages 4-6, to delay gratification using different 
techniques. The four possible techniques to select from were distraction, thinking about the 
incentive, tasting the incentive, and a control. Mothers were asked to predict their child's 
delay time in four delay situations. The study converted predicted delay times into ranked 
statistical analyses. Mothers predicted tasting would be the most effective means of delaying 
gratification, although according to Mischel (1974) tasting is the least reliable means. 
Distraction, which was found to be most reliable by Mischel, was ranked third of the four 
techniques by mothers. A possible implication of this finding is that a mother's lack of 
knowledge of the most reliable delay of gratification techniques will not promote children's 
exposure to more reliable techniques. 
Factors linked to delay of gratification 
Several studies have looked at the possible factors contributing to a child being able 
to delay gratification. Some of these factors are parental knowledge (Hom & Knight, 1996), 
parental discipline style (Mauro & Harris, 2000; Weller & Berkowitz, 1996), choice (Hom & 
Fabes, 1984), self-discovery (Hom & Knight, 1996; Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989; 
Shoda, Mischel, & Peake, 1990), and technique used to delay gratification (Hom & Knight; 
Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez). Hom and Knight (1996) contribute to the discussion of 
parental knowledge and parental discipline by stating that "Children acquire much of their 
knowledge and skill at delaying gratification through interactions and observations of their 
parents" (p. 183). Parents have an ever-widening effect through their discipline strategies by 
what they believe is most effective and also by the role model they provide for their children. 
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With knowledge of the aforementioned factors parents and other adults working with 
children can help maximize children's ability to delay gratification. Choice was found to 
influence the child's ability to delay gratification. Children who were able to choose their 
incentives even when choices were identical were able to delay gratification longer than 
children with no choice (Hom & Fabes, 1984). Self-discovery is believed by many parents to 
be relevant in children acquiring metacognitive strategies (Hom & Knight, 1996). This is 
consistent with Rousseau's thoughts (Kohlberg, 1968) that what is most important in the 
development of the child is that which comes from within and the environment should be one 
that allows inner "goods" to unfold and the inner "bad" to come under control. Self-
discovery is crucial to delay gratification in that this is where children are "voluntarily" 
postponing gratification and where they are imposing the delay situation themselves (Hom & 
Knight, 1996; Mischel et al. 1989; Shoda, Mischel, & Peake, 1990). The techniques used by 
the child to delay gratification affects his/her success. Attention to the rewards is not 
conducive to delaying gratification. Mischel et al. (1989) found that attention to the rewards 
consistently and substantially decreased delay time. "Preschool children waited an average of 
more than 11 minutes when no rewards were exposed, but they waited less than 6 minutes on 
average when any of the rewards were exposed during the delay" (Mischel et al. 1989, p. 
934 ). It seems consistent to conclude that if attention is least consistent then distraction 
should be the most reliable. However, it was found that while distraction was more consistent 
and increased delayed gratification there was something even stronger that could be used to 
delay gratification: abstract focus. An item that represented the reward without the emotional 
pull of the actual item present increased the length of time the child was able to delay 
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gratification. Another activity of childhood that has been theorized to promote the 
development of delayed gratification is play, more specifically, make-believe play. 
Assessment of delay of gratification 
Delay of gratification in y6ung children is often measured by an experimental 
situation. The following five measures have been used to assess delay of gratification. 
Davids (1969) study of school age children the child was asked the following questions. 
First, "If I gave you 10 cents, what would you do with it?" Then, "If I gave you 1 dollar, 
what would you do with it?" The answers were recorded verbatim for each of the two 
amounts and were later classified into three categories: 1) immediate gratification ( e.g., buy 
candy, buy a coke, etc.), 2) short delay of gratification (e.g., go to movies on the weekend, go 
to a skating rink within a few days, etc.), and 3) longer delay of gratification (e.g., put it in 
the bank, save it toward a bicycle or a dog, etc.). 
Funder, Block, & Block (1983) used two delay situations to make a composite score 
of delay of gratification. The first situation was called the gift delay situation. The 
experimenter displayed a wrapped gift to the child and explained that the gift was for them 
and stating "I'll put it over here and you can have it as soon as you finish this puzzle" (p. 
1200). The child completed the puzzle independently and with the experimenter. The 
experimenter tends to a task for 90 seconds after completion of the puzzle. The experimenter 
tells the child after the 90 seconds are up that he can have the present, if he has not already 
taken it. The child's response is scored on four areas: delay time (time until child reached for 
and took the present), number of verbal statements about the present, number of physical 
behaviors toward the present, and delay time in opening the present (e.g., immediately, on 
way back to school, or took home to open). 
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The second experimental situation was the resistance-to-temptation situation. The 
child was brought into a small experimental room with a set of attractive toys displayed on 
the floor. Some unattractive toys were on the table where the child's chair was positioned. 
Upon entering the room the experimenter said, "Today we have to use this room. See all of 
these toys over there (indicating the attractive toys) --- they belong to a lady who is playing 
some different games with children and we can't play with them" (Funder et al., 1983, p. 
1200). The experimenter indicates to the child that she forgot something. She tells the child 
that he can play with the toys on the table ( unattractive toys) and adds that she will look for 
the lady who owns the attractive toys to ask ifwe can play with them. The child's behavior 
during the next 6 minutes was recorded on a 6-point scale. A score of 1 meant the child 
completely ignored the attractive toys, a score of 3 indicated that the child moved toward the 
toys but did not touch them, and a score of 6 indicated the child actually reached to pick up 
one of the attractive toys. 
The composite score was not found to be reliable and the correlation between the 
delay situations was very low. The two situations seem to test different things. In the first 
situation, whether or not a child takes the present immediately after the puzzle is completed 
or whether he waits does not appear to assess delay of gratification since the child was told 
he could have the present when the puzzle was completed. No other contingency was 
involved. Past experience with adults may explain the use of waiting behavior by the child or 
following the directions given "you can have it as soon as you finish this puzzle" (Funder et 
al., 1983, p. 1200). 
In 1961 Singer used a waiting situation to assess delay of gratification. The child was 
asked to sit or stand still for as long as he could or when he thought 15 minutes had passed. 
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The child was told that a study of persons suitable for space travel was involved. The child 
was prepped with a description of rocket travel and why there was a need for suitable 
candidates. The time the child was able to sit still with minimal movement was recorded. As 
hypothesized, those children classified as high-fantasy participants were able to wait for 
significantly longer periods than the children classified as low-fantasy participants. 
The situation most often used in research studies was developed by Mischel and 
associates in 1974. Mischel and other researchers used variations of this situation in 
subsequent studies (Home & Fabes, 1984; Hom & Knight, 1996; Miller & Kamiol, 1976; 
Mischel & Ebbesen, 1970; Mischel et al., 1989). In a 1990 examination of diagnostic 
conditions predicting adolescent competencies, four variations of the following delay of 
gratification situations were examined (Shoda et al, 1990). Children with an average age of 
4.6 years were brought into an experimental room, and they played briefly with some toys 
with the experimenter, then were told they would play with them more later. On the table 
where the child was seated was a bell and the reward objects. The child was asked if he or 
she preferred one or two of the reward items. The experimenter told the child of the 
contingency. If the child waited for the experimenter to return to the room, he could have 
both of the rewards; however, if he wanted it before she returned he could ring the bell, she 
would return, and he could have one of the rewards. The child was questioned about the 
contingencies to ensure understanding. The child's score was then measured as the number of 
seconds it took for child to ring the bell or the pre-determined time limit (15 to 20 minutes 
depending on the study). The study had four differing delay situations: the reward was 
exposed to the child and the child was given ideas on how to delay, the reward was exposed 
and no ideation was given, the reward was obscured and the child was given ideation, and the 
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reward was obscured and no ideation was given. Shoda et al. found that the only situation 
that had a predictive effect was when the reward was exposed and no ideation was given. 
Of the five situations Shoda et al.' s (1990) findings on the delay situation created by 
Mischel (1974) is the most compelling. Clear results were obtained with this situation and 
subsequent studies have used Mischels' situation to assess delay of gratification. 
Play and delay of gratification 
Vygotsky (1966) states, "Play continually creates demands on the child to act against 
immediate impulse" (p. 548). A constant conflict occurs during play. For example, the child 
must struggle with the choice of playing by the rules of the situation or doing what he would 
do if he could act spontaneously (Vygotsky). Many authors have linked make-believe play 
with the ability of preschool and early school-age children to delay gratification (Franklin, 
1975; Mischel & Baker, 1975; Meichenbaum & Goodman, 1971; Franklin, 1975; Reiss, 
1957; Saltz, Dixon, & Johnson, 1977; Singer, 1955, 1961). Research has shown that children 
who were reported as engaging in more make-believe play at home and having more 
imaginary companions were also more likely to tolerate long waits and to delay gratification 
longer (Reiss, 1957; Singer, 1961). Saltz et al. (1977) showed that adults could help increase 
children's self-delaying behavior by training them in sociodramatic play or fantasy play. The 
connection between delay of gratification and sociodramatic play and/or fantasy play is 
discussed further in the next section. 
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Make-believe Play 
Definitions of make-believe play 
In make-believe play "children pretend, acting out everyday and imaginary activities" 
(Berk, 1993, p. 212). Make-believe play is identified by various terms in the research 
literature: symbolic play, social pretend play, imaginative play, fantasy play, dramatic play, 
sociodramatic play, and pretense. While all of these types of play are considered aspects of 
the category of make-believe play, the terms vary in the specific type of play they describe. 
Symbolic play is most often associated with Piaget, who coined this term. Piaget 
defined symbolic play as "egocentric thought in its pure state" (1962, p. 166) and that "play 
begins as soon as there is a predominance of assimilation" (p. 150). In Piaget's sixth stage of 
play, the child moves from ritual into symbolic schemas (Piaget). This is the first time make-
believe play is seen as a conscious effort of the young child. Objects are used to represent the 
real object. For example, a child holds a cup, puts it up to his mouth and pretends to drink 
from it. This cup is representing a cup with a drink in it. Symbolic play begins as a solitary 
activity and involves others as the child develops. 
Social pretend play occurs when a child is engaged in play with one or more children 
where they "enact social roles, superimpose story lines or scripts on their activities" (Farver 
& Shin, 1997, p. 545) and "use metacommunication to establish and maintain play 
sequences"(p. 545). 
Imaginative play and fantasy play is seen as play that is of another place. Roles and 
events taking place are not of the child's day to day life, they are fictional. While children are 
more likely during the preschool years to engage in "imitative, relational roles" (Johnson & 
Ershler, 1981; Johnson, Ershler, & Bell, 1980), fantasy play does occur at this age. Saltz 
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(1997) compares fantasy group play to sociodramatic play by saying that fantasy is a more 
mature form of group pretense than sociodramatic play because of the greater demands on 
the imagery process. Although this type of play is compared to sociodramatic play in a group 
situation, a child can engage in solitary fantasy play as well as group fantasy play. 
In dramatic play, as defined by Smilansky and Shefatya (1990), "the child takes on a 
role; he pretends to be somebody else" (p. 21 ). Dramatic play can be a solitary activity or 
engaged in with peers. Where dramatic play turns into sociodramatic play is when the 
"theme is elaborated in cooperation with at least one other role-player; then the participants 
interact with each other in both action and speech" (p. 20). 
Smilanksy and Shefatya (1990) defined sociodramatic play as "a form of voluntary 
social play activity in which children participate." Their definition relies on a comparison to 
dramatic play for clarity. They assess play using 6 criteria of evaluation: imitative role-play, 
make-believe with regards to object, verbal make-believe with regard to actions and 
situations, persistence in role-play, interaction, and verbal communication. The last two 
criteria, interaction and verbal communication, separate sociodramatic play from dramatic 
play. They differentiate dramatic and sociodramatic play, as "Dramatic (symbolic) play 
focuses mainly on social roles and interaction" while sociodramatic play is a more mature 
form of dramatic play allowing "the child to be an actor, observer and interactor 
simultaneosly, using his abilities in a common enterprise with other children" (p. 3). 
Pretense, according to Rubin, Fein, and Vandenburg (1983), is distinguished from 
other forms of play by "its relation to instrumental behaviors"(p. 699). Only if the "child 
gives to these activities 'as if' status ... " otherwise" ... the activity is not viewed as pretense" 
(p. 699). 
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Play theorists 
Piaget Theorists differ in their interpretation of the role of play in the development 
of children. Piaget (1962), one of the most noted theorists in the area of play, argues that 
through play individuals take information from the outside world and either accept or adapt 
the information to what they already understand, commonly referred to as assimilation and 
accommodation. In assimilation children interpret the world in terms of current schemas 
while in accommodation the child creates new schemas or changes old ones to take into 
account new aspects of the environment (Berk, 1993, p. 205). This allows the child "to relive 
his past experiences and makes for the satisfaction of the ego rather than for its subordination 
to reality" (p. 167). This process represents the constructivist view of early development. 
This view incorporates the Freudian position that play is how children are able to work 
through or deal again with a painful or difficult situation from real life. Pretend play allows 
children to communicate and to resolve their fears and anxieties by bringing them to the 
conscious level. Thus articulating them by changing roles or changing the outcome to make a 
happy ending (De Vries & Kohlberg, 1987; Freud, A., 1950; Peller, 1954). 
Piaget (1962) viewed that make-believe ( or reflective) play develops during the 
second year of life after representational thought has emerged. Contrary to the 
psychoanalysts, Piaget argues that there cannot be symbolism and consciousness of make-
believe until mental representation has developed. To show this Piaget gives the example of 
"a cat walking on a wall by a shell moved with the hand along a cardboard box ... First there 
is the shell representing the cat and the box representing the wall; then there is imitation 
through gesture, i.e., the movement of the hand representing the cat walking; finally there is 
presumably the mental image of the cat on the wall, an image which may be vague and 
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undifferentiated since it is supported by motor imitation and the symbol-object" (p. 164). 
This example also illustrates the notion that the "relationship between assimilation and 
accommodation in play differs from that in cognitive or adapted representation because play 
is the predominance of assimilation" (p. 164). The processes in the example are 
predominantly assimilation while in cognitive representation there is a "permanent 
equilibrium" between assimilation and accommodation (p. 164 -165). 
Fein (1981) argued that Piaget's theory is heavily focused on the individual at the 
emergence of solitary play and therefore does not explain much of the social interactions that 
take place in make-believe play as the child further develops. While Piaget's theory does 
interpret play through the structure of the child's thoughts, it does not preclude interaction 
with others. In fact, Piaget's theory relies on interaction between the child and the 
environment for learning and development to occur. According to Piaget, the preschool child 
is egocentric, meaning that the child believes that others feel, think, and perceive things as 
they do. In make-believe play the child is able to decenter from his own perspective and rise 
above his egocentric state. Here the child is able to imagine things from the physical, 
cognitive, and emotional viewpoint of others (Piaget, 1962). This differs from Piaget's theory 
of the cognitive abilities of preschool children, where egocentrism is seen as a limitation of 
preoperational thought. Piaget uses the three mountain task to demonstrate egocentrism. In 
this task the child looks at a three dimensional model of three mountains of varying heights. 
This child may walk around the model and view it from various standpoints. Next, the child 
stands on one side of the model and a doll is placed at another location. The child then is 
asked to choose a photograph that shows the mountains from the perspective of the doll. 
Piaget found that children below the age of 6 or 7 tend to choose their own perspective. Yet, 
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Piaget states that in make-believe play it is possible to take the perspectives of others. This 
concept corresponds to Vygotsky's idea that in play a child demonstrates more advanced 
behavior (Vygotsky, 1966). 
Vygotsky Vygotsky (1978) differentiates a child's play from other activities by 
stating that "in play a child creates an imaginary situation" (p. 93). This imaginary situation 
"is impossible for a child under three; is a novel form of behavior in which the child is 
liberated from situational constraints ... " (Vygotsky, 1966, p. 544). Even though in play a 
child is liberated from those constraints, he still adheres to rules. Vygotsky considers play 
without rules not to be play at all "the imaginary situation of any form of play already 
contains rules of behavior" (p. 94). 
The importance of play is highlighted by Vygotsky's statement that play "is the 
leading source of development in pre-school years" (1966, p. 537). "Play is a transitional 
stage ... at that critical moment when a stick - i.e., an object - becomes a pivot for severing 
the meaning of horse from a real horse" (p. 546). Here reality is altered for the child. The 
child must still have an object to orient himself to. "In play a child unconsciously and 
spontaneously makes use of the fact that he can separate meaning from an object without 
knowing he is doing it" (p. 548), for example, the previously mentioned stick as a horse or a 
finger to represent a person in the children's song "Where is Thumb kin?" In this song the 
child uses each finger to represent a person in dialogue with a finger on the other hand. 
Vygotsky also recognizes make-believe play for its self-regulatory value. During 
imaginative play the child is met with contradictory motives, to act spontaneously and to 
follow the rules. The child has no externally imposed rules. During play he can do whatever 
he wants. On the other hand, the child is under continuous "demands ... to act against 
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immediate impulse" (p. 548). During play, it seems that to follow the rules of the role or 
game gives more pleasure to the child than acting on impulse. For example, John and Annie, 
two 4-year-old preschool children, are pretending to be a dog and its owner. John is down on 
his hands and knees panting and barking. Annie goes to John and says, "What do you want 
Doggy?" He continues to pant and bark, "What do you want Doggy?" Annie tries again. 
John the Doggy barks again and runs over ( on hands and knees) to the play cupboard. Annie 
says excitedly, "Oh! Do you want something to eat?" "Ruffl Ruff!" he responds. Annie 
pretends to set out food for the dog and John pretends to eat it. She then pets the dog and 
refers to him as "Good Doggy." In this example John could have become frustrated when 
Annie did not know what he wanted. Instead of breaking the rule of his role as dog by 
speaking, John continued to try to communicate his needs to Annie in a way consistent with 
his knowledge of dogs. In this way John acts against his immediate impulse to be understood 
and instead continues to act as a dog would. Thus, the interaction with Annie as a dog was 
more pleasurable than being understood immediately by her. 
Another concept in Vygotsky's theory is that the child functions at a higher level 
during make-believe play than in other activities of childhood. According to Vygotsky 
(1966), a child is "always above his average age, above his daily behavior" in play (p. 552) 
and that "play contains all developmental tendencies in a condensed form and is itself a 
major source of development" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 102). Imaginative play is "a means of 
developing abstract thought" (1966, p. 553). Whereas make-believe is an imaginary situation, 
the imaginary situation derives itself from "a real situation" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 103) in the 
child's life. Early play is then seen as a "recollection of something that has actually 
happened ... more memory than a novel imaginary situation"(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 103). The 
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way the child expands on the real situation during play is where the imagination component 
enters. 
The most recognizable contribution of Vygotsky (1966, p. 552) and play is the notion 
of the "zone of proximal development" which he states is created through play. The zone of 
proximal development is "the distance between the actual developmental level as determined 
by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined 
through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers" 
(p. 86). This zone is where learning takes place. This zone is akin to Piaget's premise that 
learning occurs in the state between equilibrium and disequilibrium. 
Piaget and Vygotsky have theories that offer similar ideas under very different guises. 
Vygotsky's theory is based on social interactions where make-believe play is predominantly 
a social activity, in contrast Piaget emphasizes a spontaneous emergence of play that 
incorporates social interactions. Today make-believe play is commonly seen as both a social 
activity and a solitary activity of preschool children. 
Psychoanalysts Sigmund Freud maintains that a child's play represents his wishes, 
and there is "one wish, which is to be grown-up." Children repeat those things that left 
indelible marks on them. Play is a way for the child to lessen anxieties and to rid himself of 
fears that occur in reality. In play a child is able to communicate and bring their fears and 
anxieties to a conscious level and then deal with them in the play situation. The child can be 
like a grown up, i.e., I am big; I can do as big people are doing. Freud's term repetition 
compulsion is the mechanism that allows this coping to take place. Freud contends that 
children are more prone to trauma because of the lack of organization of the ego structures 
and psychic defenses. As the individual develops the resistance to trauma builds. 
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Lili Peller (1954) asserts a similar purpose of play. Play is how a child grasps 
experiences that appear too big or too complicated. Children are active participants in play. 
Through play children are able to work though or deal again with a painful situation they 
experienced. The child may change roles or change the outcome to make a "happy ending." 
Anna Freud (1965) sees play as control more than a cathartic act. Play is where the 
child shifts from an internal to external focus, from a state of no control to a state of bodily 
control and where one gains independence and personal and social responsibility. Toys serve 
as a way to practice control over fantasy and reality, (i.e., solitary role play and/or group 
play). 
Erikson (1950), a Neo-Freudian, states that "Play is a function of the ego, an attempt 
to synchronize the bodily and the social processes with the self'(p. 211 ). In the social realm 
of play "we can be what in life we could not or would not be" (p. 213). Erikson gives us his 
notions of microspheric and macrospheric play. Play in the microsphere gives the child a 
"harbor. .. to return to when he needs to overhaul his ego" (p. 221 ). Mastery in this sphere is 
associated with mastery over trauma and the child gaining prestige. The macrosphere is the 
"world shared with others" (p. 221 ). Here the child learns what kind of play belongs where, 
what to share with others and what to experience only in the safe harbor of the microshpere. 
The learning of what can be done where helps the child to develop normally through 
Erikson's "initiative vs. guilt," one of his eight stages of man. 
Advantages of make-believe play 
In make-believe play children make strides in language development, cognitive 
development, including perspective taking and problem solving, and social-emotional 
development, including the ability to delay gratification. In make-believe play children are 
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the owners of their learning. They make decisions and they act on those decisions. Kohl berg 
(1968), speaking of Rousseau in Kessen, states that "what is most important in the 
development of the child is that which comes from within him and that the pedagogical 
environment should be one which creates a climate to allow inner 'goods' ( abilities and 
social virtues) to unfold and the inner 'bad' to come under control of the inner good, rather 
than to be fixated by adult cultures" (p. 1014 ). Make-believe play allows the child the 
opportunities both to develop those skills valued as a society and to inhibit those we do not 
value. 
Language development Similarities in the development of language and play are 
widely recognized (Rogers & Sawyers, 1988). The relation is drawn between symbolic usage 
in play and language, as well as the indications that during play children make their first 
attempts to read and write (Rogers & Sawyers). Therefore, opportunities for children to 
engage in make-believe play may provide more opportunities for advancement of language 
skills. Studies have shown that children trained in sociodramatic play perform better than 
other children on various language arts skills, i.e., story comprehension and recall (Pellegrini 
& Galda, 1982; Saltz, Dixon, & Johnson; 1977; Saltz & Johnson, 1974). 
Cognitive development Play is thought to reflect the cognitive level of the child as 
well as contribute to development by providing the context for growth. When a child is 
deeply involved in play he is focused on the goal at hand and is able to sustain this focus for 
lengthy periods of time. This ability to focus is what the child needs later in the elementary 
school grades, for reading, writing, and arithmetic (Slade, 1998). This type of play also 
encourages the development of divergent thinking (decentration) or the ability to entertain 
alternative possibilities (Christie, 1983; Pepler & Ross, 1981). In several studies children's 
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levels of dramatic play (one type of make-believe play) were found to correlate with 
perspective taking abilities (Cole & La Voie, 1985; Connolly & Doyle, 1984; Rubin & 
Maioni, 1975). Make-believe play has been found by others to exercise flexibility in thinking 
that allows one to solve problems from a fresh perspective or use a tool in a unique way 
(Adams, 1976; Hazen & Black, 1984; Rogers & Ross, 1986; Trawick-Smith, 1988). Rubin 
and Maioni (1975) found that scores on classification and spatial perspective-taking tasks 
correlated significantly with the frequency of observed preschool dramatic play. Many of 
these findings are important in the cognitive development of a child and in their social and 
emotional development as well. 
Social-Emotional development Social skills can be defined as children's ability to 
manage their environment. Parten (1932), whose work identifies the levels of social play, is 
author of one of the most classical works about social play. Her hierarchical levels of play 
are unoccupied, onlooker, solitary, parallel, associative, and cooperative. Awareness of these 
levels helps parents and teachers provide opportunities for children to advance their social 
skills in appropriate intervals. Children practice reciprocity, nurturance, and cooperation 
through make-believe play (Berger & Thompson, 1991 ). They also further develop the 
cognitive skills that are crucial to positive social interactions, such as negotiating, 
compromising, and resolving disputes (Berk, 1993). Connolly (1980) found that social 
pretend play ( one type of make-believe play) predicted scores on measures of social 
competence, popularity, and role-taking. Decentration is believed to be crucial to these 
emerging abilities, which lends itself to the Piagetian belief that play reflects social 
competence. A view explained in depth by Creasey, Jarvis, and Berk (1998) is that plays role 
in development promotes social competence. Creasey et al. support their conclusion with 
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findings that show "play training studies and systematic observations of children's 
naturalistic play behaviors as predicators of short- and long-term markers of social 
competence" (p. 117). 
Several studies have found that when children are trained in sociodramatic and/or 
fantasy play their scores increase on such features as perspective-taking ability, group 
cooperation, social participation, and impulse control (Rogers & Sawyers, 1988). While 
many studies find positive social skills and social cognition benefits of play, many other 
studies found play promotes healthy emotional functioning in the child (Rogers & Sawyers). 
Vygotsky (1966) asserts that children satisfy certain needs and incentives in play. According 
to White (1958) individuals acquire personal satisfaction from feeling competent. Play is a 
way of being productive and play is its own reward. Singer (1973, 1985) contends that there 
are many psychosocial benefits of make-believe play and children who engage in a lot of 
make-believe play are likely to have flexibility in new situations and appear to be happier. 
The many benefits of make-believe play, according to Singer, include contentment, self-
awareness, imagery skills, verbal skills, emotional awareness and sensibility, teaches new 
roles, flexibility, and creativity. 
Conclusion 
"An affect can only be overcome by a stronger affect" (Spinoza, 167, Ethics 4, 
Prop.7, cited in Vygotsky, 1966). Such is the case with delaying gratification. Delaying 
gratification is the ability to sustain from fulfilling immediate desires in exchange for 
fulfilling greater desires in the future. Several authors state that make-believe play is linked 
to delay of gratification, self-restraint, and persistance in play (Meichenbaum & Goodman, 
1971; Mischel & Baker, 1975; Singer 1955, 1961). Children who reported more make-
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believe play as part of their regular home activities and who reported more imaginary friends 
were more likely to perform well on measures of delay of gratification. Saltz et al. (1977) 
found that training children in make-believe play increases impulse control. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
Participants 
The participants were 39 3- to 5-year old typically developing preschoolers who had 
not attended kindergarten (23 boys and 16 girls). The children were enrolled in 10 
classrooms located in 6 childcare programs in central Iowa. Participants ranged in age from 3 
years, 10 months to 5 years, 7 months (M= 4.7; SD= 0.6). Four children from each 
classroom were chosen to participate in the study. 
The children were 80% non-Hispanic Caucasian, 8% African-American, 8% Chinese, 
and 5% Hispanic. Percentages of children from two-parent households and single-parent 
households were 79.5%, 20.5%, respectively. The mean years of education completed by 
mothers was 16.46 years. Percentages of mothers completing high school was 10%, technical 
or other type of school 8%, AA degree 10%, BS degree 31 %, MS degree 23%, and PhD 
degree 18%. 
Measures 
Teacher questionnaire 
A 5-item questionnaire pertaining to the child's play behavior in the preschool 
classroom was developed. The questionnaire included both Likert-type questions, such as 
"describe child as a non-player, seldom player, regular player, or a constant player," and 
open-ended questions, such as "describe the child's favorite activities" (see Appendix A). 
Play behavior 
A recording form was created that included the type of play partner (i.e., adult, peers, 
adult+ peers, .solitary), location of child (i.e. art, blocks, housekeeping, library, large motor, 
manipulatives, science, sensory, computer, in transit), and the type of play the child is 
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engaged in (constructive, exploratory, functional, make-believe, nonplay/none of the above 
(see Appendix B). The categories for recording the type of play that was occurring was 
adapted from Rubin's Pretend Observation Scale (Rubin, 1985; Rubin & Mills, 1988). 
Constructive behavior was defined as the child creates or constructs something, exploratory 
behavior was the child seeking sensory information, functional behavior was when the child 
experiences sensory stimulation through simple, repetitive muscular movements, make-
believe is the child acting "as if' something is something else or they are someone or 
something else, and non-play is categorized when the child's behavior does not fit any of the 
aforementioned categories. This section of the measure was devised to determine the 
percentage of the child's free-choice play behavior that was spent in make-believe play, with 
whom, and the location in the classroom. 
Parent Interview 
The questions for parents pertained to their child's make-believe play and included 
Likert-type questions, such as, "On a typical day, how much time does your child spend 
playing make-believe?" and open-ended questions, such as "Describe your child's play 
routine on a typical Saturday or Sunday?" (see Appendix C). The Parent Interview asked the 
parents to list edible rewards their child would prefer for the contingency portion of the 
experimental situation. 
Assessment of delay of gratification behavior 
Delay of gratification was measured by the number of seconds between the time the 
contingency was presented to the child and the time when the child rang the bell. This 
assessment was developed by Mischel (1974; Mischel, Ebbesen, & Zeiss, 1972) (see 
Appendix D). For the current study, as in the Mischel studies, the selection of the reward was 
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made prior to the assessment. The reward preferences were determined by talking with the 
child's parent. Rewards varied by child and included such items as candies, suckers, raisins, 
popsicles, and pieces of canteloupe. 
Child interview 
Children were asked questions similar to those asked of their parents and teachers 
about their play behavior. This researcher-created interview protocol asked children general 
open-ended and Likert-type questions about their play. The questions included "What is your 
favorite thing to play?" questions pertaining specifically to their make-believe play included 
"Do you play pretend a lot, sometimes, or not very much?" and questions about who they 
played with most often, "Most of the time at school, do you play alone, with peers/friends, or 
with adults?" (see Appendix D). 
Procedures 
Information was gathered from the teacher, parent, child, as well as preschool 
classroom observation, and an experimental laboratory observation situation. This study had 
two phases of data collection with each child. Phase 1 involved recruitment, teacher input, 
selection of the children, preschool classroom observations, and parent input. Phase 2 
involved the child's participation in an experimental laboratory situation and an individual 
interview. 
Phase 1: Recruitment of participants 
Individual appointments were made with 6 childcare directors, who enroll four-year-
old children in their centers, seeking approval for the participation of their centers in the 
study (100% approval) (see Appendix E for director letter and consent form). Then, teachers 
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who were identified by their director were invited to participate in the study, either by the 
director or the researcher (100% approval) (see Appendix E). Following human subjects 
consent approval by each of the classroom teachers, parents of the eligible children, i.e., 3.9 -
5.3 years old and developing typically, were contacted by letter to seek modified informed 
consent for the participation of their child and consent of the mother for this study. More than 
100 parents were contacted by letter to be involved in the study. One of the 6 centers did not 
provide a list of children who were being contacted. The exact number of requests distributed 
to parents from that center are not known (see table 1). One hundred consent forms were 
returned (43 - 100 %) with an approval rate ofM = 79.4% (range= 66.6-100%) (see 
Appendix E). Participation and approval responses are shown in Table 1. 
Teacher Questionnaire Teachers completed the Teacher Questionnaire for each child 
whose parent had given modified Human Subjects consent before videotaping began in their 
classroom. The completed questionnaires were collected and used to select participants for 
the study. 
Selection of children The completed Teacher Questionnaires provided information about 
each child, the type of player each is (never, seldom, often, constantly) (see Table 2), and the 
percentage of the child's classroom play that was spent in make-believe. Using this 
information, four children were chosen from each classroom who were rated as the highest 
and lowest players/make-believe players in each classroom. Both type of player and 
percentage of time spent in make-believe play were considered when categorizing the child's 
play behavior as low or high. The distribution of participants by type of play rating is shown 
in Table 2. Letters of appreciation were sent to all parents who had given modified Human 
Subjects consent but whose child was not selected for participation in the study. 
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Table 1. Distribution and Response Rates of Preschoolers and Their Mothers 
Requests Requests 
Center/Class Distributed Returned 
Center 1 
Class A 14 6 
Class B 19 11 
Center 2 
Class A 10 9 
Class B 17 17 
Center 3 
Class A NA 14 
Class B NA 6 
Center 4 
Class A 13 13 
Class B 9 6 
Center 5 
Class A 9 9 
Center 6 
Class A 9 9 
Total 1008 1008 
Mean 
8Does not include missing data. 
NA= Not Available 
Response 
Response Approval 
Rate(%) Yes No Rate(%) 
43 6 0 100 
58 9 2 82 
90 9 2 82 
100 14 3 82 
NA 10 4 72 
NA 5 1 83.3 
100 13 0 100 
67 3 3 50 
100 6 3 66.6 
100 6 3 66.6 
81 21 
82.3 79.4 
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Table 2. Distribution of Preschoolers by Teacher's Play Ratings 
Boys Girls 
Center/Class Low High Low High 
Center 1 
Class A 2 2 
Class B 2 2 
Center 2 
Class A 
Class B 1 3 
1 1 2 
Center 3 
Class A 
Class B 2 1 1 
1 2 1 
Center 4 
Class A 
Class B 2 1 
1 1 1 1 
Center 5 
Class A 
1 3 
Center 6 
Class A 
1 2 1 
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Naturalistic observation of child's make-believe play Each child was videotaped in his 
or her preschool classroom during the morning child-initiated play period on two consecutive 
days. Prior to beginning videotaping, a video technician spent time in the classroom 
becoming familiar with the children, teacher, and classroom. The technician operated the 
video camera in the classroom across the room from the target child to decrease potential 
distractions. Observations were videotaped on both days during the entire morning choice 
time with the camera recording each child for 10 minutes each day (i.e., a total of 20 minutes 
for each child). The four children in each classroom were videotaped in a random order. At 
the completion of the second day of videotaping the technician thanked the teacher and each 
child for their participation in the study. The researcher hand delivered notes of appreciation 
to each center director and teacher involved in the study. At the completion of data collection 
a letter of appreciation was sent home to parents of all the children involved. 
Parent Interview Mothers were interviewed by telephone or they completed the Parent 
Interview while their child participated in Phase 2 of the study (see Appendix C). One mother 
completed the Parent Interview away from the site and returned it by mail. 
The specific reward for each child was determined by parent report on the Parent 
Interview during the telephone call prior to the experiment. If the parent completed the 
Parent Interview during the experimental situation then the reward for the contingency 
portion of Phase 2 was reported by phone while scheduling appointment time for the 
experimental situation. 
Phase 2: Experimental situation 
Appointments were made with the parents to conduct Phase 2 of the study with their 
child in the Palmer HDFS Building, Iowa State University, and to identify preferred rewards 
41 
for their child. The researcher met the parent and child at the arranged time and escorted 
them to a research room. The parents waited outside the research room and some mothers 
completed the parent questionnaire at this time. 
Once the child and the researcher were in the research room they mutually played 
with several toy cars and then the child was told that he could play with the cars later on. 
The child was shown the rewards, such as a sucker or chocolate candy. The child was asked 
which food they preferred (i.e., one piece of chocolate or two pieces of chocolate). The 
researcher then presented the child with the following contingency. 
Researcher: Which would you rather have? One chocolate, or two chocolates? 
(pointing at the one chocolate and two chocolates) 
Child: Two 
Researcher: I have to go out of the room for a while. If you wait until I come back 
by myself then you can have this one (pointing to the preferred 
object). 
If you don't want to wait you can ring the bell and bring me back any 
time you want to. But if you ring the bell then you can't have that one 
(pointing to the preferred object), but you can have that one (pointing 
to the less preferred object). 
The researcher questioned the child to make sure he understood the contingency and 
then left the research room. She returned when the child either rang the bell or when 15 
minutes had passed. The waiting time before ringing the bell or entering the room was 
measured in seconds and recorded (see Appendix D) 
Child interview When the experimental situation was completed the researcher asked the 
child eight questions about his or her play at home and at school (see Appendix D). At the 
completion of the interview the children were given a picture book as a thank you for their 
participation in the study. 
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Analysis 
Establishing interrater reliability 
Interrater reliability was established for the researcher and a child development 
graduate student. A coding manual and videotapes from the pilot study were used to train the 
coders on the research procedures to establish interrater reliability (see Appendix B). 
Interrater agreement was sought for three areas, i.e., child's play partners, child's location in 
the classroom, and child's type of play. The coders simultaneously and independently coded 
observations with behaviors scored every 30 seconds. Discrepancies in coding were 
discussed and mutually agreed upon only during the training phase. Each videotape was 
viewed and the coders attained interrater reliability levels of .94, .96, and .88, respectively, 
prior to beginning the coding for the study. 
Interrater reliability of videotapes 
The actual coding of the children's play behaviors was completed by coding the 
behaviors of six randomly selected children to observe on Day One and another six randomly 
selected children from Day Two. A total of 12 observations were coded to determine the 
interrater reliability. The coders simultaneously and independently coded these observations 
on the coding form by scoring behaviors every 30 seconds (see Appendix B). The rates of 
interrater agreement for the child's play partner, location of the child, and child's type of play 
was .95, .96, and .94, respectively. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
This chapter presents the findings of the analyses of child's delay of gratification and 
child's make-believe play, and the relationship between them. Delay of Gratification is 
analyzed further in relation to Age, Sex, Family Structure, Ethnicity, Education of Mother, 
and Childcare Center. Additional findings are presented that examine the child's play 
partners in relation to delay of gratification. Simple descriptive statistics were performed on 
delay of gratification and all measures of play, i.e., Home Play, Parent Percent Play, Parent 
Play, Child Play At Home, School Play, Teacher Percent Play, Teacher Play, Child Play At 
School, Classroom Observations, and Play Index. Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients were performed on delay of gratification and all measures of play, i.e., Home 
Play, Parent Percent Play, Parent Play, Child Play At Home, School Play, Teacher Percent 
Play, Teacher Play, Child Play At School, Classroom Observations, and Play Index. 
ANCOV A was used to analyze Delay of Gratification in relation to Age, Sex, Family 
Structure, Ethnicity, Education of Mother and Childcare Center. An ANCOVA model was 
used because both categorical and continuous predictors were present. An alpha level of .05 
was used for all statistical tests. 
Home Play, School Play, and the Play Index 
Variables within measures were analyzed individually and as indexes, specifically 
Home Play, School Play, and the Play Index. Home Play is a composite of the child's make-
believe play at home as reported by each child during an interview following the delay of 
gratification experiment (see Appendix D) and by each mother during her interview (see 
Appendix C). School Play is a composite of make-believe play at school as reported by the 
child, make-believe play at school as reported by the teacher for each child (see Appendix 
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A), and classroom observations as videotaped (see Appendix B). The Play Index is the 
composite score of both Home Play and School Play. Standardized scores were created for 
all variables so that items scored as percentages and those scored as Likert-type items could 
be combined. Each variable was summed to create the Home Play and School Play Indexes. 
Home Play and School Play were then summed to create the Play Index. 
Delay of Gratification 
Delay of Gratification scores were reported in number of seconds. Two of the 39 
children did not complete the delay of gratification experiment, so there were 3 7 children for 
these analyses. Twenty-six (70%) of the children delayed gratification for the entire 15-
minute (900 seconds) experimental situation. The remaining 11 children (30%) delayed 
gratification from 4 - 780 seconds (Table 3). 
Table 3. Frequency of delay of gratification scores in seconds 
Seconds 
4 
142 
230 
420 
484 
567 
623 
660 
664 
665 
780 
900 
Total 
Missing 
Total 
Frequency 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
26 
37 
2 
39 
Percent 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
66.7 
94.9 
5.1 
100 
Valid 
Percent 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
2.7 
70.3 
100 
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The child's composite make-believe play is referred to as the Play Index, created by 
summing standardized (z) scores of Home Play and School Play. Home Play consists of 
scores derived from Parent Percent (M= 50.63, SD= 24.37), Parent Play (M= 3.71, SD= 
.58), and Child Play At Home (M = 2.04, SD= .93) that were standardized and summed to 
create the new index (Table 4). Because of the standardization of measures the mean for 
Home Play is 4.163E-17 or essentially 0.0 (SD= 2.18). School Play consists of Teacher 
Percent (M = 48.85, SD= 22.45), Teacher Play (M = 3.14, SD= .80), Child Play At School 
(M = 2.04, SD= .93), Classroom Observations (M = 54.64, SD= 29.33) standardized and 
summed. Because of the standardization of measures the mean for School Play is l .027E- l 5, 
or essentially 0.0 (SD= 2.82) (Table 4). Home Play and School Play were summed to create 
the Play Index, for which the mean is 1.249E-15, or essentially 0.0 (SD= 3.96). 
Question 1 
Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the child's composite 
time spent in make-believe play as reported by the teacher, the child, the parent, and 
observed during classroom observations? 
The child's delay of gratification and composite Play Index, i.e., time spent in make-
believe play, was significantly correlated (r = .37,p = .025) (see Table 5). Those children 
who spent more time in make-believe play, as reported from all sources, were also those who 
delayed gratification longer. 
The variables examined in an ANCOVA (adjusted means) were age (Age M= 55.19 
months), sex of child (girls M= 833.51; boys M= 702.95), family structure (one-parent 
household M = 702.1, two-parent household M = 834.4), ethnicity (minority M = 845.41; 
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non-minority M = 691.04), total make-believe play of child (Play Index M = - . l 7), mother 
education (Mother Education M = 4.03), child-care center attended (Center 1 M = 792.90; 
Center 2 M = 893.88; Center 3M= 753.77; Center 4 M = 848.92; Center 5 M = 764.69; 
Center 6 M = 555.2), and total make-believe play of child (Play Index M = -.17) (see Table 
6). As expected, the effect of make-believe play (Play Index) was the only variable that was 
statistically significant (F (l, 38) = 7.94,p = .009) (see Table 7). 
Table 4. 
Descriptive Data for Make-believe Play Indicators and Delay of Gratification (Seconds) 
Make-Believe Play 
Indicators/Delay of 
Gratification Time (Seconds) N Min. Max. M SD 
Home Play ( standardized) 39 a_3_75 a3.8 ao.o a2.18 
Parent (% of time) 39 10 100 50.63 24.37 
Parent Play Scale (1-5) 39 3 5 3.71 .58 
Child Play Scale ( 1-3) 39 1 3 2.04 .93 
School Play ( standardized) 39 a-5.07 a5.72 ao.o ~.82 
Teacher(% of time) 39 8 90. 48.85 22.45 
Teacher Play Scale (1-4) 39 2 4 3.14 .80 
Child Play Scale (1-3) 39 1 3 1.74 .86 
Observations (% of time) 39 0 100 54.64 29.33 
Play Index ( standardized) 39 a_7.43 a8.46 ao.o a3.96 
Delay Time (Seconds) 37 4 900 774.03 236.47 
aResults are expressed in z-score units. 
Table 5. Pearson Correlations Among Time Spent in Make-believe Play and Delay of Gratification (n = 37) 
Teacher Child Parent Child Delay 
Home School Play Teacher Percent School Classroom Parent Percent Home Time 
Play Play Index Play Play Interview Observation Play Play Interview (Seconds) 
Home Play 1.00 .24 .72** .20 .18 .18 .09 .31 .73** .72** .33* 
School Play - 1.00 .85** .73** .72** .48** .61 ** .40* .05 .15 .26 
Play Index - - 1.00 .63** .61 ** .44** .48** .46** .44** .50** .37* 
Teacher Play - - - 1.00 .72** .10 .16 .17 -.03 .19 .29 
Teacher Percent 
Play - - - 1.00 .20 .08 .29 .01 -.01 .22 
.i:::,. 
Child School -:i 
Interview - - - - - 1.00 .03 .41* .16 .08 .07 
Classroom 
Observation - - - - - - 1.00 .08 -.004 .11 .11 
Parent Play - - - - - - - 1.00 .31 .03 .23 
Parent Percent 
Play - - - - - - - - 1.00 .28 .16 
Child Home 
Interview - - - - - - - - - 1.00 .33* 
Delay Time 
1.00 (Seconds) - - - - - - - - - -
** p < .01 (2 tailed) 
* p < .05 (2 tailed) 
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Table 6 Adjusted Means for ANCOV A of Delay of Gratification 
M 
Age of Child (Months) 55.19 
Sex 
Girls 833.51 
Boys 702.95 
Family Structure 
One-Parent 702.10 
Two-parent 834.40 
Ethnicity 
Minority 845.41 
Non-Minority 691.04 
Mother Education 4.03 
Center 
Center 1 792.90 
Center 2 893.88 
Center 3 753.77 
Center 4 848.92 
Center 5 764.69 
Center 6 555.20 
Play Index -.17 
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Table 7. ANCOV A Analyses: Delay of Gratification and Age, Sex, Family Structure, 
Ethnicity, Mother Education, Childcare Center, Play Index 
Type III Mean Eta 
Source Sum of Squares df Square F Sig. Squared 
Corrected 
Model 927484.22a 11 84316.47 1 .08 .46 
Intercept 41065.05 1 41065.05 .34 .04 
Age 54302.50 1 54302.50 1 .27 .05 
Sex 102864.16 1 102864.16 2 .14 .09 
Family 
Structure 64466.35 1 64466.35 1 .23 .06 
Ethnicity 73378.58 1 73378.58 1 .21 .06 
Mother 
Education 30498.15 1 30498.15 .41 .03 
Childcare 
Center 172785.88 5 34557.18 .56 .14 
Play Index 344635.89 1 344635.89 7 .01 .24 
Error 1085630.8 25 43425.23 
Total 24180475.0 37 
Corrected 
Total 2013115.0 36 
aR Squared= .461 (Adjusted R Squared= .223) 
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Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the child's time spent in 
make-believe play at preschool as reported individually by the teacher, child, and during 
classroom observations? 
The School Play Index was created by standardizing each score and including 
Teacher Percent (M = 48.85, SD= 22.45), Teacher Play (M = 3.14, SD= .80), Child Play At 
School (M = 2.04, SD= .93), and Classroom Observations (M = 54.64, SD= 29.33), and 
summing them. The standardization of measures for the mean School Play is l.027E-15, or 
essentially 0.0 (SD= 2.82). 
Pearson product-moment correlations revealed no significant differences between 
school make-believe play as reported by the teacher, the child, and classroom observations, 
and delay of gratification (r = .26, p = .118). The variables used to create the School Play 
index were Teacher Play (r = .29,p = .08), Teacher Percent Play (r = .22,p = .18), 
Classroom Observations (r = .l l,p = .54), Child School Interview (r = -.07,p = .69) (see 
Table 5). Teacher Play (r = .39, p = .08) alone approached significance. The means and 
standard deviations are reported in Table 3. These analyses are based on n = 39 with adjusted 
data for classroom observations. Two children were absent during one day of the two days of 
classroom observation, so the missing data were entered as their reported score for day 
observed. The two missing Child Interviews were replaced with mean scores for that variable 
(M = l. 7 4 ). Two children who did not complete the delay of gratification experiment are 
omitted from the correlational analysis. 
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Question 3 
Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and child's time spent in 
make-believe play at home as reported by the parent and the child? 
Home Play was created by standardizing scores and then summing them. Home Play 
consists of Parent Percent (M= 50.63, SD= 24.37), Parent Play (M= 3.71, SD= .58), and 
Child Play At Home (M= 2.04, SD= .93). Because of the standardization of measures the 
mean for Home Play is 4.163E-17, or essentially 0.0 (SD= 2.18). 
Pearson product-moment correlations revealed a significant relationship between 
child's make-believe play at home (Home Play) as reported by the mother and child, and 
Delay of Gratification (r = .33,p = .047) (Table 5). The Child Home Interview was 
significantly correlated with delay of gratification (r = .33, p = .05). No significant 
relationships were found between delay of gratification and the remaining variables. 
Individual variables used to create Home Play Index are Parent Play (r = .23, p = .17), Parent 
Percent Play (r = .16,p = .34), and the Child Home Interview (r = .33,p = .05). These means 
and standard deviations are reported in Table 3. Three cases of missing data for the Child 
Interview were scored using the Child Interview mean (M = 2.22). 
Question 4 
Is there a relationship between the child's delay of gratification and the time a child spends 
in make-believe play as reported by the teacher, the parent, the child, or as recorded in 
preschool classroom observations? 
Child's Home Interview was significantly correlated (r = .33,p = .05) with Delay of 
Gratification. Children who reported more make-believe play at home were likely to delay 
gratification longer than children who reported less make-believe play at home. No other 
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variables were significantly correlated with Delay of Gratification, i.e., Teacher Play (r = .29, 
p = .08), Teacher Percent Play (r = .22, p = .18), Classroom Observations (r = .11, p = .54), 
Child School Interview (r = .07,p = .69), Parent Play (r = .23,p = .17), and Parent Percent 
Play (r = .16,p = .34). Descriptive data are reported in Table 4. 
Other Findings 
Parent Percent Play was positively related to School Play (r = .33,p = .04). Parent 
Play and School Play significantly related (r = .40,p = .01). Parent Play and Child Play at 
School were significantly related (r = .41,p = .01) (see Table 5). Reasons for these findings 
are not known. Parent Percent Play and Parent Play are measures that assess make-believe 
play at home only. School Play and Child Play at School are measures assessing make-
believe play at school only. 
The child's Play Partners (alone or with others) were examined. Although children's 
Delay of Gratification was not related to Sex there were predominantly more boys labeled as 
Low Players than girls (see Table 2). This finding warranted further investigation. To assess 
whether there was effect of child's sex on the individual solitary components of the child's 
play, a repeated measures analysis of variance was estimated for the eight dependent 
variables: Parent Play Alone, Parent Percent Alone, Child Alone At Home, Teacher Play 
Alone, Teacher Percent Alone, Child Alone At School, Classroom Observations Alone Day 
1, Classroom Observations Alone Day 2. These variables express time spent engaged in 
make-believe play alone. There was no significant between-subjects effect of Sex on the 
average of these measures (F= .34,p = .56, Observed Power= .09), but there was a 
significant difference in one of the measures. Sex was significant for Parent Percent Alone (~ 
= -16.03,p = .02), which is a measure reporting the percentage of time the child spends 
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playing make-believe at home. Parents reported boys as playing alone 39% of the time and 
girls playing alone 55% of the time. 
To assess whether Play Partners had an effect on Delay of Gratification, a repeated 
measures analysis of variance was estimated for the eight dependent variables used in 
previous MANOV A. The child's Play Partners and Delay of Gratification were not 
significantly related (F = .82, p = .58, Observed Power= .27). 
Observed classroom make-believe play (Classroom Observation) was conducted on 2 
consecutive days. Scores for Day One and Day Two were not significantly related (r = . 08, p 
= .64). Scores for each day were summed to create one score of Classroom Observation. This 
finding supports the observation of more .than one day in the classroom to get a more 
complete picture of the child's classroom make-believe play behaviors. 
In summary, time spent in make-believe play was the only significant variable related 
to delay of gratification. No significant differences were found for the variables Age, Sex, 
Ethnicity, Family Structure, Education of Mother, Childcare Center, or time spent in make-
believe Play Alone. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 
This study explored the relationship between children's delay of gratification and 
time spent in make-believe play. The child's time spent in make-believe play was examined 
from the point of view of the child, the child's teacher, the child's mother, and through 
observed classroom play behaviors to get a more complete understanding of the child's 
make-believe play. This chapter describes the relationships between delay of gratification, 
the child's reported play at home, school, and the composite play index, and compares the 
results of this study to previously conducted studies. Finally, the implications and limitations 
of these findings and suggestions for future research are presented. 
Delay of gratification 
Procedures used in this study to assess delay of gratification were used previously in 
several studies (Hom & Fabes, 1984; Hom & Knight, 1996; Miller & Karniol, 1976; Mischel 
& Ebbesen, 1970; Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989; Shoda, Mischel, & Peake, 1990). The 
test commonly referred to as "The Marshmallow Test" (Goleman, 1995) was used for the 
current study and showed longer delay times than expected. The Shoda et al. (1990) study 
reported a mean delay time of 512.8 seconds, out of 900 possible seconds, with SD= 368.7 
seconds for children in the same age group as the current study. The current study reported 
much longer delay times (M = 774 seconds, SD= 236.5). In the current study more than 
two-thirds of the children were able to delay gratification for the entire duration of the 15-
minute experiment (900 seconds). Children who delayed gratification for shorter periods of 
time in the Shoda et al. study were linked to lower cognitive and social outcomes as 
adolescents than those who delayed longer. It was therefore assumed that a relatively small 
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portion of the children in the current study would delay for less than the full duration of the 
experiment. 
It is interesting to note the various strategies the children used to reach the delay task. 
Some children played with the toys available in the experimental room, some made faces in 
the mirror, others danced, moved the furniture around, repeated the contingency out loud to 
themselves "You can have this one, but if you wait you can have that one," looked at the 
reward, covered the reward, and still others sat in one spot without much movement or 
activity at. Although this study did not examine the strategies and thoughts the child had 
during the experimental delay situation, Mischel and Mischel (1983) did examine them. They 
discovered that by the age of 5 children begin to understand basic rules about self-control, 
such as covering the reward rather than exposing it and engaging in task-oriented behavior 
instead of letting thoughts/actions about the reward consume them. The children in the 
present study exhibited similar behaviors, as mentioned above. 
Make-believe Play Index and Delay_ of Gratification 
Children in this study who engage more often in make-believe play were able to delay 
gratification longer (r = .37,p = .025). This finding supports portions of previous work by 
Reiss (1957) and Singer (1961), who reported that children who engage in more make-
believe play at home and have more imaginary companions also were more likely to tolerate 
long waits and longer delay of gratification. Saltz (1977) showed that adults could help 
increase children's self-delaying behavior by training them in sociodramatic play or fantasy 
play. The findings of the current study confirm Vygotsky's (1966) idea that "play continually 
creates demands on the child to act against immediate impulse" (p. 548). Continual conflicts 
occur during play. For example, the child must struggle with the choice of playing by the 
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rules of the situation or doing what he would do ifhe could act spontaneously 0fygotsky, 
1966). This idea then translates not only to make-believe play with peers but to make-believe 
play alone. It is the rules of the role, such as what "Mommy" would do or what a 
"Firefighter" would do as opposed to delaying gratification with another child to have "a 
tum" or play "house" when the other wants to play "restaurant." The current study analyzed 
delay of gratification in relation to play alone, as well as with others. 
No significant findings were found for Age, Sex, Ethnicity, Family Structure, Mother 
Education, and Childcare Center. Previous research on delay of gratification shows no 
significant differences for sex of child (Atwood, Ruebush, & Everett, 1978; Axtell, 1994). 
Previous studies also report non-conclusive and/or no significant relations between ethnicity 
and delay of gratification (Gonzalez, 1989; Ward, Banks, & Wilson, 1991). Delay of 
gratification of preschool age children show no differences for 3-5 year age group (Axtell). 
For the present study three other variables previously unreported in this paradigm were 
examined, e.g., Family Structure, Mother Education, and Childcare Center. Play Index was 
the only variable that was statistically significant (F (1, 36) = 7.94,p = .009) (see Table 7). 
This supports the previous studies findings of no significant relationship between Delay of 
Gratification and Age, Sex, or Ethnicity, as well as new findings of Family Structure, Mother 
Education, or Childcare Center. 
Time-spent In Play 
Home play 
The Home Play Index was significantly related to Delay of Gratification (r = .33, p < 
.05). This supports previous studies by Reiss (1957) and Singer (1961) who reported that 
children who engage in more make-believe play at home and have more imaginary 
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companions were also more likely to tolerate long waits and longer delay of gratification. 
During an interview following the delay of gratification experiment each child reported how 
much they play make-believe at home (1 = not very much, 2 = sometimes, or 3 = a lot), (M = 
2.04, SD= .93) and their favorite home play activities. The children commonly referred to 
their make-believe play at home with toys, such as Barbie and cars. Other toys and make-
believe play included were playing horses, farm, and superheroes. Electronic types of 
activities, such as computer, video games, and television were often mentioned. Cards or 
board games were noted less often. 
Each child's mother reported time spent in make-believe play at home using a 5-point 
scale (never, seldom, sometimes, regularly, or constantly), and a percentage estimating time 
the child chooses to play make-believe when play time is available. On average children 
were rated as regular players and spent half of their time in make-believe play at home. 
Mothers reported several kinds of make-believe play as the children's favorites. Most often 
children were role-playing, such as princess, farmer, literary figures, dinosaurs, mom, dad, 
teacher, superhero, or interacting with imaginary others. One parent described "She has 4 
imaginary friends. One (Boom Boom) has been around a long time and almost 
daily ... recently we've had a lot of Bad Wolf sightings". Action figures and toy vehicles were 
mentioned often as well. 
School play 
The School Play Index was not significantly related to delay of gratification (r = .26, 
p = .12). Child Play At School (as reported during the Child Interview) was not significantly 
related to delay of gratification (r = -.07, p =.69). The relationship reports a negative 
association between child's reported make-believe play at school and delay of gratification, 
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but does not reach statistical significance. Children reported playing with a wider variety of 
activities at school than at home, such as books, art projects, and snacks. The most often 
reported toys and activities were blocks, computers, and playing with friends. The 
relationship of school play and delay of gratification has not been previously reported. 
Teacher report of percentage of time spent in make-believe play was not significantly 
related to delay of gratification (r = .22, p = .18). Teacher's report of play was marginally 
related to delay of gratification (r = .29,p = .08). Teacher's tended to give less specific 
written details about make-believe play for each child than the parents. They noted that the 
favorite make-believe activities of the children were dramatic play, pretending, and building. 
Further details were often not reported. 
Children's percentage of time spent in make-believe play during 2 IO-minute 
observations on consecutive days was reported (M = 54.64, SD= 29.33). These reports did 
not reach statistical significance in relation to Delay of Gratification (r = .11, p = .54 ). These 
observations allowed the researcher greater detail about the make-believe play occurring in 
the classrooms than provided by the teacher questionnaires. Most childcare classrooms had 
more than one dramatic play area. These areas usually included a housekeeping area with a 
stove, refrigerator, and other household items and another dramatic play area ( dollhouse, 
train set, or manipulatives, such as Farm Legos or Circus Duplos). 
Perhaps the lack of significant relationships between School Play and Delay of 
Gratification is due to the wider variety of activities available at preschool. Materials and 
opportunities other than make-believe play were abundant in participating preschool 
classrooms. The number of available activities coupled with the length of time available to 
select play activities (typically 45 minutes at one time) may lead to less involvement in 
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make-believe play situations. Also, these teachers's were frequently involved in art activities, 
which may have drawn more children to those activities than to make-believe play. 
Implications 
Children's make-believe play at home was significantly related to the child's ability 
to delay gratification. Thus, the home is a crucial environment for children to develop 
competencies that help them delay gratification. Although the parent-child relationship was 
not investigated here, previous research has shown that parental knowledge (Home & Knight, 
1996) and parental discipline style (Mauro & Harris, 2000; Weller & Berkowitz, 1975) 
contribute to the child's ability to delay gratification. A non-coercive parenting style (giving 
the child opportunities to delay gratification without imposing the delay on them), showing 
the child through modeling appropriate ways to delay gratification, being both responsive to 
children's need and applying boundaries and expectations, and encouraging make-believe 
play is considered to help lay a foundation for children to impose to be able to delay 
gratification. 
Children in a previous study (Shoda et al. 1990) who were able to delay gratification 
during the preschool years were rated as more competent academically, socially, and 
verbally, and were seen as rational, attentive, planful, and better able to deal with stress and 
frustrations as adolescents. Delay of gratification also is seen as a component of emotional 
intelligence. It is one of the eight specific abilities that functioning together defines emotional 
intelligence (self-motivation, impulse control, delay of gratification, empathy, hope, 
regulation of mood, preventing distress from overwhelming one's thinking and persistence 
when confronted with frustrations) (Goleman, 1995). Goleman states that being emotionally 
intelligent gives a person advantages in all aspects of life. He asserts also that parenting 
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practices help the child develop basic emotional competencies that can provide a child with 
effective means to deal with life. 
Teachers are encouraged to promote and facilitate an increase in time spent in make-
believe play in preschool based on the findings of this study that show a strong relationship 
between delay of gratification and time spent in make-believe play It is suggested that 
teachers make the dramatic play centers more attractive, off er a variety of dramatic play 
themes, provide more time to engage in free-choice activities, and promote make-believe 
play through teacher involvement. 
Limitations of This Study 
There was no significant relationship between Delay of Gratification and School Play. 
This could be due to less make-believe play engaged in at school (as reported by the child, 
teacher, and parent) or there could be problems with the questions asked of the teachers in 
this sample. There is a possibility that the teacher questionnaire did not sufficiently explore 
the features of make-believe play in comparison to the parent. Teacher's reported play on a 
4-point scale of general play behaviors and by percentage of make-believe play in relation to 
other types of play. On the other hand, parents reported play on a 5-point scale of general 
play behaviors, make-believe play behaviors, and by percentage of make-believe play in 
relation to other types of play. Thus, giving a clearer understanding of the make-believe play 
at home than at school. 
Second, this is a relatively small sample of preschoolers (n = 37) enrolled in only six 
childcare centers. Caution is recommended in generalizing these results to other populations. 
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Further Research 
It is recommended that another scale specifically related to make-believe play in 
similar construction to that used with parents in this study be used with teachers as well. 
No relationship was found for delay of gratification and mother education. The 
majority of mothers in this sample had education beyond high school. The decreased 
variance for this sample may have contributed to this finding. It is suggested that mothers 
with varying education levels be considered for further studies. 
Finally, since the study found a strong relationship between delay of gratification and 
make-believe play at home, more investigations regarding the home are warranted. Now that 
we know home make-believe play is significant we can explore more variables about play in 
the home, such as home environment and parental beliefs about make-believe play. 
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APPENDIXA 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Identification Number 
Teacher Questionnaire 
Teacher Name ----------Center Name 
Child Name -----------
Child's Date of Birth --------
Teacher Information 
Education HS AA BA MS Ph.D. Major _______ _ 
Years of Teaching Experience ____ _ 
Length of Program Day _____ _ 
Time Make-believe Play is Available Indoors ______ _ 
Outdoors ----'-----
A child is engaged in make-believe play when they are acting "as if' something 
is something else ( either themselves or inanimate objects such as blocks, legos, 
dolls, a piece of paper). 
Is _______ a non-player, a seldom player, a regular player, or a 
constant player? (Circle one) Describe 
On a typical day, how much time does ______ spend playing make-
believe? 
How would you describe _____ 's daily make-believe play using the 
following: 
• engages in make-believe alone ( circle one) 
never seldom sometimes often usually 
continued 
page 2 
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• engages in make-believe with peers ( circle one) 
never seldom sometimes 
• engages in make-believe with adults ( circle one) 
never seldom sometimes 
Identification Number 
often usually 
often usually 
Assign percentages to these categories of make-believe play according to what 
percentage of time ______ spends in each type of make-believe play. 
% make-believe alone ----
____ % make believe with peers 
% make-believe with adults ----
= 100 % Total 
What kinds of make-believe play are ______ 's favorite activities? 
Additional Comments: 
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APPENDIXB 
CODING MANUAL AND FORMS 
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CODING MANUAL 
The following will be found on coding form: 
Section 1 Who the child is interacting with. 
A= Adult 
Child is interacting physically and/or verbally with one or more adults. 
P = Peer 
Child is interacting physically and/or verbally with one or more children. 
A+P = Adult and Peer 
Child is interacting physically and/or verbally with one or more adult and one or 
more child simultaneously. 
S = Solitary 
Child is not interacting with adults or children. 
Section 2 Area of the room where the child is located. 
AR=Art 
B = Blocks 
H = Housekeeping 
L=Library 
LG = Large Motor 
M = Manipulatives (Legos, pattern blocks, duplo) 
SC= Science 
S = Sensory 
C = Computer 
T = In Transit 
0 = Other ( area not included above or child is not visible) 
Section 3 Type of play. 
C = Constructive 
Child creates or constructs something (i.e. drawing or building structure). 
E = Exploratory 
Child seeks sensory information (i.e. knocking on wood, running hands along wall). 
F = Functional 
Child experiences sensory stimulation through simple, repetitive muscular 
movement (i.e. twirling hair, rocking). 
MB= Make-believe 
Child acts as if something is something else ( either themselves or inanimate objects 
such as blocks, legos, dolls, a piece of paper, their hand). 
(i.e. pretending to be mom or dad, puppetry, dressing up) 
N =Non-play 
Child is not engaged in any of the prior mentioned types of play. 
A-Adult 
P = Peer 
S = Solitary 
Child ID# 
AP = Adult & Peer 
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CODING FORM 
Observation Date 
AR-Art 
B=Blocks 
H = Housekeeping 
L = Library/Writing 
LG = Large Motor 
M = Manipulatives 
SC= Science 
S = Sensory 
C =Computer 
T = In Transit 
0 = Other 
Coder Name 
C = Constructive 
E = Exploratory 
F = Functional 
MB = Make-believe 
N = None of the above/other 
L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M 
SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C 
TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO 
MB N MB N MB N MB N MB N MB ,N MB N MB N MB N MB N 
L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M L LG M 
SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C SC S C 
TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO TO 
MB N MB N MB N MB N MB N MB N MB N MBN MB N MB N 
Code Frequency % Code Frequency % Code Frequency % 
A AR C 
p B E 
s H F 
Number of L MB 
Agreement LG N 
Number of M Number of 
Disagreement SC Agreement 
(Pt - Pc)/Pt s Number of 
Reliability C Disagreement 
T (Pt - Pc)/Pt 
0 Reliability 
Number of 
Agreement 
Number of 
Disagreement 
(Pt - Pc)/Pt 
Reliability 
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APPENDIXC 
PARENT INTERVIEW 
Parent Name 
Child Name 
Center Name 
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Parent Interview 
(Telephone Interview) 
-------------
-------------
-------------
Date/Time Phase 2 -----------
Identification Number 
Is _______ a child that never plays, seldom plays, sometimes plays, 
(child's name) 
regularly plays, or constantly plays? 
Describe -------------------------
Describe your child's routine play activity at home on a typical Saturday and 
Sunday? 
Does it differ from at home on a weekday? If so, how? 
Whom does he/she play with? (relationship, frequency, activity) 
(i.e. board games/ computer/ outdoors/ball games/tricycles) 
Where does he/she play most of the time? (i.e. outdoors, bedroom, family 
room/living room) 
continued 
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Identification Number 
Now I want to ask you some questions specifically about make-believe play. A 
child is engaged in make-believe play when they are acting "as if' something is 
something else ( either themselves or inanimate objects such as blocks, legos, dolls, 
a piece of paper). 
On a typical day, how much time does ______ spend playing make-
believe? 
(child's name) 
How would you describe _____ daily make-believe play using the 
(child's name) 
following: 
• engages in make-believe play alone ( circle one) 
never seldom sometimes often usually 
• engages in make-believe play with peers ( circle one) 
never seldom sometime often usually 
• engages in make-believe play with adults ( circle one) 
never seldom sometimes often usually 
If I assigned percentages to those same categories, what would you rate 
make-believe alone? 
make-believe with peers? 
make-beliee with adults? 
What kinds of make-believe play are ______ favorite activities? 
(child's name) 
continued 
page 3 
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Identification Number 
Describe _______ make-believe play as a child who never plays 
(child's name) 
make-believe, seldom plays make-believe, sometimes plays make-believe, 
regularly plays make-believe, constantly plays make-believe? 
What kind of edible reward is preferred by your child? 
(such as m&m's or marshmallows, or another item) 
Finally, I am going to ask you some questions about yourself and your family. 
Family Structure Single Married Widowed Cohabitation 
Siblings BY_·_ BO __ SY __ SO __ Total __ 
Mother Education HS AA BS MS Ph.D. other --------
Father Education HS AA BS MS Ph.D. other --------
Mother Employment Full-time Part-time None 
Father Employment Full-time Part-time None 
Target Child's Date of Birth ______ _ 
Target Child's Sex M F 
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EXPERIMENTAL SITUATION/CHILD INTERVIEW 
73 
Experimental Situation/Child Interview -Child's Perception of Their Own Play 
Child's Name: 
Seconds before ringing bell: 
What is you favorite thing to play? 
What do you play most of the time at home? 
What do you play most of the time at school? 
Do you play pretend a lot, sometimes, or not very much? 
At home, do you play pretend a lot, sometimes, or not very much? 
At school, do you play pretend a lot, sometimes, or not very much? 
Most of the time at home do you play alone, with other kids, or with adults? 
Most of the time at school do you play alone, with other kids, or with adults? 
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APPENDIXE 
CORRESPONDENCE 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
Spring 2001 
Dear Child Care Director, 
College of Family and Consumer Sciences 
Department of Human Development 
and Family Studies 
4380 Palmer Building, Room 2330 
Ames, Iowa 50011-4380 
515 294-6316 
FAX 515 294-2502 
http://www.fcs.iastate.edu/hdfs 
As a masters candidate in Human Development and Family Studies specializing in Child Development and a Head 
Teacher in the Child Development Laboratory School, I am interested in learning about children's play in the natural 
environment of their daily classroom and its influence on their development. Play has shown to be a great influence 
on children's development socially, emotionally, and cognitively. 
Phase 1 of this study involves me videotaping 4 preschoolers at your childcare center during morning choice time for 
2 days and the completion of a short questionnaire by each child's lead teacher. Phase 2 involves mother completing 
a telephone interview and child attending a 20 minute session in the research area of the Child Development 
Laboratory School, Palmer HDFS Building, Iowa State University. 
We are seeking your permission to include a classroom from your childcare center that serves 4-year olds to 
participate in this study beginning Spring 2001. The names of children and programs will NOT be identified in the 
final research report; all information will be kept confidential. Results of this study will be presented in a Masters of 
Science thesis and, perhaps, in journal articles and at professional meetings, such as the Iowa Association for the 
Education of Young Children Annual Conference. If you agree to permit the teachers at your center to participate in 
this study and the parents of the children in your program to be contacted, please sign the enclosed form. 
We look forward to working with you, your teachers, and your families on this project and learning about young 1 
children. In advance, thank you for your willingness to participate in this study. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at (515) 294-8291 or Dr. Joan E. Herwig at (515) 294-6230. 
Sincerely, 
Joanna Cemore 
Graduate Student 
Joan E. Herwig, Ph. D. 
Major Professor in Charge of Research 
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Department of Human Development and Family Studies 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011-4860 
515-294-8291 
CHILD CARE DIRECTOR PERMISSION FOR STUDY 
OF PLAY AND DELAY OF GRATIFICATION 
The general purpose and nature of the research procedures have been explained to me. If any 
teachers or parents in my child care center participate in this study, I understand that any 
procedural questions I have regarding the study will be answered. I understand that neither 
myself, the teachers, the families, the children, NOR the child care center will be identified by 
name and all information will be kept confidential. Finally, I understand that the children and 
teachers are permitted to withdraw from the study at any time and that I am free to withdraw my 
child care center from this study at any time. 
______ I am willing for my child care center teachers, children, and parents to 
participate in this study. 
------ I am NOT willing for my child care center teachers, children, and parents to 
participate in this study. 
Director's Signature Name of Child Care Center 
Address of Child Care Center 
Telephone Number 
Date ___________ _ 
Names of the lead teachers for the 4-year-old classrooms 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSIT\1 College of Family and Consumer Sciences Department of Human Development 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
Spring 2001 
Dear Preschool Teacher, 
and Family Studies 
4380 Palmer Building, Room 2330 
Ames, Iowa 50011-4380 
515 294-6316 
FAX 515 294-2502 
http://www.fcs.iastate.edu/hdfs 
As a masters candidate in Human Development and Family Studies specializing in Child 
Development and as a Head Teacher in the Child Development Laboratory School at 
Iowa State University, I am interested in learning about preschool children's make-
believe play in the natural environment of their daily classroom and its influence on their 
development. Play has shown to be a great influence on children's development socially, 
emotionally, and cognitively. 
Phase 1 of this study involves me videotaping 4 preschoolers in your classroom during 
morning choice time for 2 days and a short questionnaire to be filled out by the lead 
teacher. Phase 2 involves mother completing a telephone interview and child attending a 
20 minute situation in the research area of the Child Development Laboratory School, 
Palmer HDFS Building, Iowa State University. 
We are seeking your involvement to participate in this study. The names of the children, 
your name, and the program will NOT be identified in the final research report; all 
information will be kept confidential. The researcher will be as unobtrusive as possible 
and will meet with you prior to the start of the study to become acquainted with you, your 
children and program. Results of this study will be presented in a Masters of Science 
thesis and perhaps, in journal articles and at professional meetings, such as the Iowa 
Association for the Education of Young Children Annual Conference. 
If you agree to participate, please return the enclosed consent form to your director. We 
will pick up the completed consent form from your director. If you agree to participate 
we will contact you be telephone to make specific arrangements. We are looking forward 
to working with you and your families on this project and learning about young children. 
In advance, thank you for your willingness to participate in this study. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (515) 294-8291 or Dr. Joan E. Herwig at (515) 294-6230. 
Sincerely, 
Joanna Cemore 
Graduate Student 
Joan E. Herwig, Ph .. D. 
Major Professor in Charge of Research 
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Department of Human Development and Family Studies 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011-4860 
515-294-8291 
CHILD CARE TEACHER PERMISSION FOR STUDY 
OF PLAY AND DELAY OF GRATIFICATION 
The general purpose and nature of the research procedures have been explained to me. I 
understand that my classroom will be videotaped during Free Choice time on three consecutive 
days. I understand that any procedural questions I have regarding the study will be answered. I 
understand that neither my name, the children's names, NOR the name of the child care center 
will be identified by name and all information will be kept confidential. Finally, I understand 
that the children and I are permitted to withdraw from the study at any time. 
______ I am willing to participate in this study. 
______ I am NOT willing to participate in this study. 
Teacher's Signature 
Date 
Name of Child Care Center 
------------
Address of Child Care Center 
Telephone Number 
Additional Information: 
Free Choice Activity Time __________ _ 
Beginning time/ ending time 
Preferred time to telephone/contact: Telephone Number: _______ (home) 
______ (work) 
M am pm evening 
T am pm evening 
w am pm evening 
R am pm evening 
F am pm evening 
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Spring 2001 
Dear Parent, 
We need your help. As a masters candidate at Iowa State University, I am interested in 
learning about preschool children's make-believe play in the natural environment of their 
daily classroom and its influence on their development. Play has shown to be a great 
influence on children's development socially, emotionally, and cognitively. I am seeking 
your help with this study. We need your permission for your child to be included in this 
study and to be videotaped while he/she is playing. Your child care director and 
preschool teacher have already given us permission to videotape in the classroom, and 
because your child may be selected to participate in this study we would like your 
permission to allow your child to be videotaped. If you choose for your child to 
participate in this study he/she may be randomly selected from all approved children to 
participate in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of this study. 
If your child is chosen to participate they will be videotaped during morning free-choice 
time on 2 days in his/her classroom. The child is required to participate in Phase 2 of the 
study. Phase 2 will consist of a brief parent interview and a child-focused situation 
conducted at the Iowa State University Laboratory School, Palmer HDFS Building, Iowa 
State University. The time for Phase 2 will be set up at your convenience and will last 
approximately 20 minutes. 
If you choose to allow your child to be a participant in this study please fill out the 
attached permission form. In advance, thank you for your willingness to participate in 
this study. If you have any questions, please contact me at (515) 294-8291 or Dr. Joan E. 
Herwig at (515) 294-6230. 
Sincerely, 
Joanna Cemore 
Graduate Student 
Joan E. Herwig, Ph .. D. 
Maj or Professor in Charge of Research 
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Department of Human Development and Family Studies 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011-4860 
515-294-8291 
PARENT PERMISSION FOR STUDY OF PLAY 
AND DELAY OF GRATIFICATION 
The general purpose and nature of the research procedures have been explained to me. 
I understand that both the director of the child care center and my child's teacher have 
granted permission for this study to be conducted in my child's preschool classroom. If my 
child participates in this study, I understand that any procedural questions regarding the study 
will be answered. I understand that the child care program, the teacher, and the children 
participating in the study will NOT be identified by name and all information wili be kept 
confidential. I also understand that my child is free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
______ I am willing for my child to participate by being videotaped and by my child 
and me attending Phase 2 of the study at the Iowa State University Child 
Development Laboratory School, Palmer HDFS Building, for this study. 
______ I am NOT willing for me and my child to participate in this study. 
Parent's Signature Date 
Child's Name Child's Date of birth 
Name of Early Childcare Program Boy or Girl 
Child's Teacher 
Additional Information: 
Preferred time to telephone/contact to schedule a convenient time for Phase 2: 
M am pm evenmg 
T am pm evening 
w am pm evenmg 
R am pm evenmg 
F am pm evemng 
Telephone Number: (home) 
(work) 
IOWA STATE UNNERSIT¥ College of Family and Consumer Sciences 
Department of Human Development 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
Spring 2001 
Dear Parent, 
and Family Studies 
4380 Palmer Building, Room 2330 
Ames, Iowa 5oou-4380 
515 294-6316 
FAX 515 294-2502 
http://www.fcs.iastate.edu/hdfs 
Thank you for your willingness for you and your child to participate in our study. 
Many children at your center were eligible for involvement in our study. As you recall, 
we used a random selection process to determine which children would be included in the 
study and your child was not among those selected. We truly appreciate your support. It 
is due to parents like you who participate in research that helps us learn about children. 
After the research is completed, we will distribute a synopsis of the findings to all 
families. If you have any questions, please contact me at (515) 294-8291 or Dr. Joan E. 
Herwig at (515) 294-6230. 
Sincerely, 
Joanna Cemore Joan E. Herwig, Ph.D. 
MS Graduate Student Major Professor in Charge of Research 
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